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mined by the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, s. 503. Thus,
it has been held that the owners of a British ship in collision
with a foreign ship on the high seas were liable only to
the limited extent prescribed by the statutory English law,
and that international law was not violated, since the owners
of any foreign vessel, too, in a similar case are entitled to
the benefit of the Act.9 The British rule concerning the
division of loss by collision is applied to all vessels every-
where.10
United States. The doctrine of general maritime law has
been adopted in the federal courts exercising admiralty
jurisdiction in this country, especially in cases of collisions
between any vessels on the high seas. Also limitation of
liability prescribed in acts of Congress is regarded as a part
of the "general maritime law as administered by the ad-
miralty courts of the United States."11 And in a proceeding
for such limitation, the speed a vessel has been allowed to
run in a fog is determined "by international usage as under-
stood and applied in the forum."12 On the reason for pre-
ferring this part of the American law to any other law, in
the case of The Scotland, (1881) Mr. Justice Bradley
alluded to the situation on the high seas "where the law
of no particular state has exclusive force, when two ships of
different nationality collide,"13 but in 1914 Mr. Justice
Holmes speaking for the Supreme Court shifted the em-
phasis to public policy as laid down in the federal statutes.14
Modern writers in England,15 as well as in the United
9 The Amalia (1864) Br. & Lush. 151, i Moo. P.CCas. (N.S.) 471.
10 This  Is true  for Admiralty as well as the  common  law  jurisdiction,
MARSDEN 218 adn. (e).
"The Scotland (1881) 105 U.S. 24, 29; The Titanic (1914) 233 U.S.
718, cf. 2 BEALE 1331.
12 La Bourg-ogne (1908) 210 U.S. 959 n65 140.
13  105 U.S. at 29.
14 233 U.S. at 733.
15 Lushington, J., in The Milford (1858) Swab. 362, 166 Eng-. Re. 1167$
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